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The aim of this paper is to provide an overview of the characteristics of migrant households and analyse the labour market effects of migration in rural Vietnam, on the basis of the Vietnam Access to Resources Household Survey (VARHS) conducted in 2012 and 2014. 1 The economics literature has extensively explored the determinants of migration. The seminal paper by Harris and Todaro (1970) modelled the rural to urban migration decision. According to their theory, the main determinant of migration is the expected wage differential between the origin place of residence and the destination. Later contributions to the literature analysed other factors besides wage differentials and introduced income uncertainty and relative deprivation as further determinants of the migration decision (Stark 1991) . The new economics of migration modelled the migration decision as a risk-sharing decision, whereby households can diversify risk by letting a member migrate to another labour market, with the aim of reducing the income risk facing households.
2
This study discusses differences across migrant households on the basis of reasons for migrating and explores the features of migrants and migrant households. We try to establish whether a positive or negative self-selection of migrants can be identified. In particular, we focus on the labour market effects of migration. We investigate the move out of agriculture into more waged employment in urban and rural areas. Next, we examine the households that receive remittances and how they are used. Finally, we uncover the role of migration and remittances as shockcoping mechanisms in rural Vietnam. This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a policy background on migration directives in Vietnam and an overview of the literature. Section 3 describes the data, while Section 4 compares migrant versus non-migrant households. Section 5 discusses the characteristics of migrants, while remittance behaviour is explored in Section 6. Section 7 presents the results of the econometric investigation of the role of migration as a risk-coping mechanism, while Section 8 investigates the relationship between migration and access to credit. Section 9 concludes.
Policy background and literature review
The 'Doi Moi' policy, introduced in Vietnam in 1986, led to a drastic increase in domestic migration, in response to the rapid economic growth experienced with the opening up of the economy. Moreover, since 1986, Vietnam has seen an increase in the population leading to a shortage of arable land in the countryside. This has motivated many individuals to move from rural to urban areas, where industrial development offers more employment opportunities. Nguyen et al. (2008) explore the determinants of migration in Vietnam. The authors provide evidence that larger households and households with a higher level of education tend to be associated with higher emigration rates. Moreover, households involved in waged employment are more likely to migrate. A recent work by Nguyen et al. (2015) explores the relationship between shocks and rural-urban migration. The authors provide evidence that migration acts as a risk-coping mechanism. Gröger and Zylberberg (2015) analyse in particular the effect of a typhoon, which hit central Vietnam in 2009. Internal labour migration could be regarded as being a shock-coping strategy in rural economies when households cannot rely on remittances. Indeed, the analysis predicts that, after a typhoon, family members are more likely to migrate and support their relatives through remittances.
At a more macro level, Phan and Coxhead (2010) explore the determinants of inter-provincial migration and the effect of migration on inter-provincial inequality. Using a gravity model, the authors show that migrants move from low-income to high-income provinces. As for the impact of migration on inequality, the evidence suggests that on average migration leads to a reduction in inequality, although the extent of the effect mainly depends on the type of receiving province.
We contribute to the existing literature by providing more recent evidence of the determinants of migration in Vietnam.
Data
Our data come from the 2012 and 2014 VARHS. 3 It provides a detailed picture of the incomes, assets, and access to resources of rural households in 12 provinces. While data have been gathered using this survey instrument since 2006, in 2012, a new module was introduced to capture information on migration.
About 22 per cent of migrant households have a permanent migrant, while 63 per cent of households have a migrant who is only away temporarily. Two years later, about 15 per cent of migrant households have at least one permanent migrant, while 69 per cent have at least one temporary migrant. Table 1 presents the reasons for migration, distinguishing between temporary and permanent migrants. The majority of temporary migrants are away due to education and work, while the majority of permanent migrants are away either for family reunification or for work reasons. Army service also plays a role, with about 4 per cent of migrants away on army duty. Where do migrants move to? The majority of migration occurs across provinces: in 2012, about 62 per cent of the migrant households reported that the migrant migrated outside of the province of origin, while 37 per cent of migrants moved within the province. Less than 1 per cent moved internationally. Working migrants are less likely to move within the province of origin and are more likely either to move to another province or to move internationally (see Table 4 ). We observe a significant increase in inter-province migration in 2012, as 73 per cent of migrants moved to another province. A significant increase is also noted in international migration, as 10 per cent of working migrants are reported to have migrated abroad. 
Migrant and non-migrant household characteristics
Are migrant households wealthier? In order to address this issue we consider the distribution of migrant and non-migrant households by expenditure quintile. The results are shown in Table 5 . A smaller percentage of migrant households is in the first food expenditure quintile. The difference is particularly striking if we look at working migrant households, where the percentage of households in the first quintile in 2012 is just 10.16 per cent compared to 21.99 per cent of non-migrant households. A much higher percentage of working migrant households is in the last food expenditure quintile, therefore indicating that working migrant households are wealthier. The distribution of migrant and non-migrant households appears to be unchanged in 2014. The aim of Table 5 is to present a simple but informative correlation between household wealth and migration status. However, we cannot infer from these summary statistics whether migrant households are wealthier because they have a migrant away (and potentially receive remittances) or whether they were able to send a migrant away because they are wealthier. Also, working migrants are likely to be wealthier than other migrants, as they are more likely to be educated and therefore better off. Source: Author's calculations based on the VARHS database. Table 6 compares migrant and non-migrant households in terms of a set of demographic features. Non-migrant household heads tend to be older than non-migrant household heads and the difference is statistically significant at the 5 per cent level in 2012 and 2014. Migrant households have a higher net income than non-migrant households and the difference is statistically significant in both years. This finding is indeed consistent with the summary statistics presented in Table 5 on food expenditure quintiles. Ethnicity also seems to play a role. A higher percentage of migrant households belong to the Kinh ethnic group, compared to non-migrant households, suggesting that they either have more opportunities for migration or are more willing to do so. 7 Finally, a larger proportion of migrant households are affected by natural shocks in 2012, but no difference appears to exist in terms of exposure to shocks in 2014. Note: *Significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%.
Source: Author's calculations based on the VARHS database.
Given the different reasons for migrating, Table 7 presents the characteristics of working migrant households with respect to non-working migrant households. Working migrant household heads are older than non-working migrant household heads and the difference is statistically significant in 2012 and 2014. There is no difference in terms of net household income in either year, while Kinh households are more likely to have a working migrant, although this difference is statistically significant in 2014 only. Regarding exposure to shocks, we do not find much difference between working migrant and non-working migrant households in either year, apart from the percentage of households affected by a natural shock in 2012. We explore this aspect in the regression analysis in Section 7. Note: *Significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%;
Source: Author's calculations based on the VARHS database. Table 8 presents the characteristics of migrants by comparing working migrants with nonworking migrants. A slight majority of migrants are men, although the percentage is higher for working migrants in both years. About 30 per cent of migrants are married, while this percentage slightly increases for working migrants. Working migrants tend to leave the commune later than other types of migrants, which might be related to the fact that they are more likely to receive their education before migrating compared to households that migrate to attend school. Indeed a lower percentage of working migrants have no diploma. There is no difference in the length of the migration experience between the two groups. On average, migrants have been away for two years. There does not seem to be any statistically significant difference between working and non-working migrants in terms of the intended length of stay in 2012, although this difference becomes statistically significant in 2014: it appears that working migrants are more likely to return to their home community. This result is not unexpected, given that migrants who moved for family reasons are less likely to return to their home communities. What do migrants do? In the light of labour market movements, it is crucial to understand what migrants' occupations are during their migration experience. Table 9 presents the percentage of working migrants by occupation. The majority of migrants are employed in manual jobs and they work either as unskilled workers or as skilled workers. A significant percentage of migrant workers are employed in top or mid-level occupations. Given the level of inter-province migration, it is also interesting to explore how migrants manage to find their job at the destination. The literature on migration networks explores the role of family and friends in providing information about job opportunities to potential or recent migrants. Interestingly, in the case of Vietnam, the role of migration networks in providing support to migrants seems more limited. Table 10 presents the evidence. About one-third of migrants in the sample found a job through their migration network (i.e. family and friends). However, the majority found an occupation in the location of destination either through an employment service or, more generally, through self-seeking. This is a rather interesting pattern that suggests migrants may have migrated to a specific destination without the support of an existing migration network. 
Migrant characteristics

Remittance behaviour
Migrants may send remittances for altruistic motives, a sense of social responsibility; as a risksharing mechanism, to smooth consumption in the face of external shocks; or as a combination of these reasons (Maimbo and Ratha 2005) . Although our data do not allow us to uncover the motives for sending remittances, we can explore the characteristics of those who receive remittances and those who do not and analyse the reasons for sending as reported by the receiving households. We observe a remarkable increase in the percentage of households receiving remittances: only 26 per cent of migrant households in our sample received remittances in 2012, while the percentage rose to 45 per cent in 2014. Remittance recipient households differ on many aspects with respect to migrant households that do not receive remittances. Table 11 shows that remittance recipient households have a smaller household size and an older household head than non-remittance recipient households, although the difference in age of household head takes the opposite sign in 2014. We find no difference in net household income between the groups in 2014, although in 2012 remittance recipient households appear to have a slightly higher income. We find no statistically significant difference in terms of ethnicity in either year. Remittance recipient households are more likely than non-remittance recipient households to be affected by a natural shock in 2012, while the difference disappears in 2014. We explore further the relationship between remittances and shocks in Section 7. Note: *Significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%.
A recent strand of the migration literature has focused on the ability of migrants to control how remittances are used. The issue is relevant given the asymmetric information that characterizes the relationship between migrants and their family of origin. Ashraf et al. (2015) , Batista and Narciso (2013), Elsner et al. (2013) and McKenzie et al. (2013) show that spatial distance and lack of monitoring harms the quality of information flows between migrants and their family and friends in the commune of origin. Table 12 compares how remittances are used by households, with respect to migrants' purpose for sending remittances.
According to column 1, remittances are mainly spent for daily expenses (i.e. daily consumption and bills). The second largest category is savings, followed by expenses for special occasions and medical and educational expenses. There is no statistically significant difference between the way households spend the remittances and the migrants' purpose of sending remittances. This finding differs with respect to previous results found in the literature, but it is likely to be driven by the fact that the remittance recipients have a biased view of what the migrant's purpose for sending remittances is and might simply respond to the question in a way that validates the way they spend the remittances. There is some evidence that migrants receive transfers from the household of origin as well. About a third of all migrants in our sample receive transfers, a result which is mainly driven by the large number of migrants who moved for motives of education. However, it is interesting to note that a percentage of working migrants also receive transfers (7 per cent in 2012, 14 per cent in 2014), therefore highlighting the potential vulnerability working migrants face-an issue that needs further investigation in future research.
How does migration impact on the welfare of sending households
How does migration impact on the welfare of sending households? To explore this question we create a household panel that tracks migrant and non-migrant households in 2012 and 2014. We consider the extent to which migration serves as a risk-coping mechanism and estimate the following model:
where FoodExp_pc ht is the change in household food expenditure per capita, for household h at time t; the variable migrant ht takes the value 1 if household h is a migrant household at time t and 0 otherwise; the indicator variable shock ht measures whether the household experience a shock (either economic or natural shock); and  ht is a vector of household characteristics, such as ethnicity, an indicator variable for remittance recipient households, age of the household head, and whether the household head is a woman. We also include household fixed effects ( h ) and time fixed effects ( t ). Table 13 presents the results of this simple exercise. Note: Each model includes household and time fixed effects. Robust standard errors clustered at the household level in parentheses. *Significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%.
As expected, economic and natural shocks have a negative impact on the change in food expenditure, although the estimated coefficient is not statistically significant (Table 13 , column 1). Migrant households show higher food expenditure per capita and the relationship is statistically significant at the 1 per cent level. The next column adds the remittance recipient household dummy variable, which takes the value 1 if the household receives remittances and 0 otherwise. We find no statistically significant difference between remittance recipient households and other households. In column 3 we interact the shock dummy variable with the indicator variable of being a migrant household. We find that migrant households are not affected by shocks differently from non-migrant households. Of course, the reason for migrating is very relevant; therefore, in the next column we distinguish between working migrants and migrants who left the household for other reasons such as education, family reunification, or military service. Column 4 shows that having a working migrant outside the household has a positive and statistically significant impact on the change in per capita food expenditure, for both working migrant households and other migrant households, relative to non-migrant households. The results hold also when we control for other household characteristics, such as age of the household head, ethnicity, and whether the household head is a woman (column 5). Finally, in column 6, we interact the shock dummy variable with the indicator variable of having a migrant, distinguishing between working migrants and other migrants. We find that the coefficient of the interaction term is not statistically significant, while the relation between other migrant households and the change in per capita food expenditure is still positive and statistically significant. Table 14 explores to a greater extent the role of remittances in acting as a coping mechanism in the event of negative shocks. We interact the dummy variable capturing remittance recipient household with the shock dummy variable. As expected, per capita food expenditure is correlated in a negative way by economic and natural shocks, although the coefficient is not statistically significant. Being a remittance recipient household is not correlated with food expenditure. Interestingly, the estimated coefficient on the interaction term between remittances and shock is positive and statistically significant at the 5 per cent level, thus providing evidence that remittances act as a shock-coping mechanism. Similar results hold when we control for household characteristics (column 2). The variable shock captures both economic and natural shocks. Given the potential endogeneity between economic shocks and household behaviour, we repeat the previous analysis and focus on natural shocks only. Table 15 analyses the impact of migration and natural shocks on the change in food expenditure. Again, migration is associated with a positive and statistically significant increase in food expenditure, while the estimated coefficient on natural shocks is negative but it is not statistically significant. These findings hold also when we control for household characteristics (column 2). Next, we interact the migrant household dummy variable with the natural shock indicator. Migration seems to act as a natural shock-coping mechanism as migrant households are able to offset the impact of the natural shock on the change in per capita food expenditure. In columns 4-6, we distinguish between the reasons for migrating. Working migrants are positively associated with a change in food expenditure and so are other types of migrants. A word of caution is needed here. Wealthier households are more likely to send their children to study away from home (other migrant). This could explain the positive and statistically significant coefficient on the other migrant variable. On the other hand, having a working migrant might signal that the household is less wealthy and therefore had to send a member to work somewhere else. Interestingly, having a working migrant offsets the impact of negative shocks on the change in food expenditure (column 6). Finally, Table 16 presents the evidence related to the relationship between remittances and the type of shock. We find that remittances act as a coping mechanism in the face of economic or natural shocks, as remittance recipient households manage to counterbalance the negative effect of natural shock on food expenditure. 
Migration and access to credit
How does migration affect the financial behaviour of households? The evidence reported in Table 17 shows that households with a working migrant and other migrant households show no statistically significant relationship with the change in total amount borrowed. Interestingly, remittance recipient households experience an increase in the total amount borrowed, a result that can be interpreted as showing that remittances increase collateral and ease access to credit. Column 2 presents the results related to the interaction between the type of migrant household and natural shocks. We do not find a statistically significant relationship between this interaction and the change in total amount borrowed.
The next column explores the impact of remittances in the presence of natural shocks. Being a working migrant household eases access to credit in the case of a negative natural shock, therefore supporting the view that working migrant households face natural shocks by resorting to more borrowing. On the other hand, remittance recipient households reduce the amount borrowed in the case of a negative natural shock. We may conclude that, on the one hand, having a working migrant eases access to credit in the case of a natural shock; on the other, remittances counteract the negative impact of a natural shock by reducing the amount borrowed by the household. 
Conclusions
This paper provides an overview of the characteristics of migrant households and analyses the effects of migration in Vietnam, on the basis of the VARHS conducted in 2012 and 2014. The data reveal significant movements of household members, both intra-province and interprovince, with about 20 per cent of the interviewed households having at least one member who has migrated. The two main reasons for migrating are education and work-related motives. Significant differences are uncovered between migrant and non-migrant households, as migrant households are wealthier than non-migrant households, as measured by food expenditure quintiles. The econometric analysis shows that remittances and migration act as a shock-coping mechanism, especially in the presence of natural shocks. Migrant households are also more likely to have better access to the market for credit. In particular, remittance recipient households seem to react better to natural shocks, as the remittance flows counterbalance the need for formal borrowing.
Given the large and increasing migration movements within Vietnam, it has become crucial to understand the role of remittances as a means of poverty reduction and as a risk-coping mechanism and also the features of migrant households, especially in the face of shocks affecting household welfare. This paper makes a significant first step in understanding these issues for the 12 provinces included in the VARHS dataset. The results suggest that migration has the potential to act as a safety valve for vulnerable households in rural communities. Better-off households are more likely to migrate, however, which suggests that there are constraints to migration for lesswell-off households. Our findings suggest that constraints to voluntary migration should be removed, particularly for poorer households where members may have the desire to leave their home community to find work but may not have the resources to do so. Moreover, there may be a role for government or other agencies in developing formal banking mechanisms to facilitate the remittance of funds back to sending households. On a final note, we would like to emphasize that the VARHS data focus on the characteristics of the sending households and not the migrants themselves. More data and research are needed on the vulnerability and welfare of the migrants who move to find work. This is beyond the scope of these data and this study.
